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APPLICANT: Mr R Hammond 
 
1. REASON FOR REPORT 
 
 Councillor Bladon requested Committee consideration if the Case Officer is  
 recommending approval due to concerns in respect of possible overlooking of 
 neighbouring property and possible invasion of privacy. 
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
 PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions:  

1. Standard 3 year time limit for commencement 
2. Development to be carried out in accordance with the approved plans 

 
3. DESCRIPTION 
 
3.1 The application site is a bungalow set on sloping ground which allows for a lower 

ground floor garden room to its rear section exiting onto a rear patio area.  There 
are rooms in the roofspace lit by dormer windows to the rear and along the south 
elevation.   The main accommodation lies on the ground floor.  There is a raised 
walkway accessed up a flight of steps running along the ground floor level on the 
south elevation.  There is a balcony to the rear elevation at roof level, presumably 
serving one of the bedrooms.  

 
3.2 The rear garden is divided into two areas by a high hedge.  There is a side garden 

area approximately 6 metres in width where it joins the boundary with Little Orchard 
to the south, which is set approximately 2 metres lower than the application site.  
There is some planting between the site and the rear garden of Little Orchard.  The 
rear-facing walls of the application site and Little Orchard are roughly in line. 

 
3.3 The proposal seeks planning permission to construct a continuation of the south- 

facing walkway past the rear of the dwelling, kinking it away from the south 
boundary and running onto a new raised deck projecting out into the rear garden by 
3.5 metres, and at a maximum of 5 metres wide. 

 
 
 



 

 

 Principle of the development/sustainability 
 
3.4 Teignbridge Local Plan (TLP) Policy S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development) sets the criteria against which all proposals will be expected to 
perform well.  It advises that the Local Planning Authority should take into account 
whether the adverse impacts of granting permission would outweigh the benefits of 
the development.   In this case it is considered that the principle of the development 
is acceptable as the site is an existing domestic residential property and TLP Policy 
WE8 allows domestic extensions  

 
 Impact upon the character and visual amenity of the area 
 
3.5 The rear garden of the application site backs onto other domestic gardens and the 

development, in the main, is to the rear of the site. It is considered that the 
development is acceptably designed with regard to its appearance and, as it will not 
be overly visible in the public domain, will not adversely affect the character of 
appearance of the streetscene.  The development accords with Policy S1 and S2 of 
the TLP. 

 
 Impact on residential amenity of surrounding properties  
 
3.6 It should be noted that there is already a raised walkway on the side of the dwelling 

and there are a number of south-facing window and door openings giving out onto 
it.  In addition, on the upper floor there are several windows facing south within the 
long side dormer.  Furthermore, there is a raised terrace measuring 3.5 metres wide 
with a 1.7 metres projection, at roof level to the rear of the site accessed by double 
doors.  All these features are original to the planning approval for the dwelling 
reference 79/02857/REM and all have the capability of causing substantial existing 
overlooking to Little Orchard to the south.   

 
 Other matters (including issues raised in representations and consultations that 

have not already been covered above) 
 
3.7 There has been representation received from the occupiers of Little Orchard, to the 

south, citing overbearing effect, unneighbourly form of development, loss of amenity 
and loss of privacy.   

 
3.8 The Agent has advised in reply that the objection has been raised despite the 

objector having a recent approval for his own considerably-sized balcony that could 
only cause corresponding overlooking; reference 15/02843/FUL  

 
3.9 He advises that the proposal would only have at worst a neutral impact; due to the 

existing levels of overlooking, and advises that the form of the proposal has been 
developed to ensure that the structure would have no impact upon the roots of an 
existing cherry tree. This tree, whilst not meriting protection, offers valuable 
screening between the properties, and this only serves to demonstrate that the 
intention of this application is not to cause undue overlooking. 

 



 

 

3.10 It is considered that, whilst the planning history of the adjacent site is material, each 
application must be considered on its own merits, so the approval of a balcony at 
Little Orchard does not set a precedent that must be followed.   

 
3.11 The effects of the existing levels of overlooking, is a material consideration.  It is 

clear that the front and side gardens of Little Orchard are already overlooked from 
the side windows and walkway of Bethesda in sections where the boundary 
treatment is sparse and therefore the additional walkway would not increase the 
overlooking impact to such an extent where permission should be refused. 

 
3.12 Whilst there would be overlooking which would be caused by the provision of the 

rear raised ground floor deck, due to the level of overlooking already possible from 
a higher positioned deck in the same elevation, the provision of this element would 
not increase the overlooking impact, to either side of the application site to such an 
extent where permission should be refused. 

 
3.13 In addition, because of the relative spacing between the properties, it is considered 

that the development would not constitute either an overbearing effect or cause 
loss of light or outlook to the occupiers of neighbouring properties.  The 
development therefore accords with TLP Policy WE8 and it is recommended that 
permission is granted. 

 
4. POLICY DOCUMENTS 
 
 Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 
 S1A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development) 
 S1 (Sustainable Development Criteria) 
 S2 (Quality Development) 
 WE8 (Domestic Extensions, Ancillary Domestic Curtilage Buildings and Boundary 
 Treatments)  
 
 National Planning Policy Framework 
 
 National Planning Practice Guidance 
 
5. CONSULTEES 
 
 None 
  
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
 To date there has been one representation raising the following points: 

1. Overbearing effect 
2. Unneighbourly form of development 
3. Loss of amenity 
4. Loss of privacy 
 
 
 
   



 

 

7. TOWN COUNCIL’S COMMENTS 
 
 The Committee wishes the Case Officer to check that there is no adverse 

overlooking of other properties from this extension, otherwise no objection  
 
8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 

 
 This development is not liable for CIL because it is less than 100m2 of new build 
 that does not result in the creation of a dwelling. 
 
9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
 Due to its scale, nature and location this development will not have significant 
 effects on the environment and therefore is not considered to be EIA Development.   
 
WARD MEMBERS:   Councillors Bladon and Orme, Teignmouth Central 
  



 

 

 
 


